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decisive fore in international affairs
that enforces the will of its members,
or is it to be the organization that
stands in the way of timely, decisive
action and takes no action to enforce
its mandates?

The United States, Britain and Spain
tabled a clear resolution this week that
reaffirms U.N. Security Council resolu-
tion 1441 and the 16 resolutions that
came before it, and simply states what
is plain to all of us: that Saddam Hus-
sein has failed in this, his final oppor-
tunity to cooperate fully with U.N. de-
mands that he destroy his weapons of
mass destruction.

The Security Council now must de-
cide whether it will live up to its some-
times difficult responsibilities. By fail-
ing to act, the U.N. would only damage
its own credibility, not deter the U.S.
and the other members of the ‘“‘coali-
tion of the willing” from exercising
their rights and responsibilities to pro-
tect the security interests of their na-
tions from the threat posed by lraqi
weapons of mass destruction.

Failure to achieve consensus cannot
and should not be used as an excuse for
inaction. If our principles, our secu-
rity, our interests are at stake, we
must act, in spite of differences with
others, and whether or not others
choose not to act for their own reasons.

A strong, clear-thinking and decisive
UN can make the world stronger and
safer, but a UN unable to make dif-
ficult decisions will be of little use in
dealing with lrag and other security
challenges, such as North Korea.

Resolution 1441, which the security
Council passed 15-0, is not about in-
spections, it is about disarmament. It
is about offering Iraq a final—17th—op-
portunity to turn away from a rogue,
non-cooperative status and become a
responsible member of the community
of nations, in this case by living up to
the terms of the cease fire signed 12
years ago.

With other Senators, | had the oppor-
tunity to travel to the Middle East and
Afghanistan recently, and | can say
without equivocation that our brave
young men and women mobilizing in
support of this mission are the best
trained, best equipped fighting force
ever assembled, and the best defenders
of freedom any country could possibly
have in this situation. They are ready,
and so is America, to lead a coalition
of nations in disarming Saddam, if nec-
essary.

The decision time is rapidly ap-
proaching. We will welcome UN sup-
port, but, make no mistake: we will do
what is necessary, without the UN if
need be. America is ready to face that

challenge.
This is not a ‘““rush to war’ as some
have suggested. Saddam Hussein

agreed to disarm 12 years ago this
month. The United Nations has passed
17 Security Council Resolutions with
regard to Irag and their transgressions
against their own people, their neigh-
bors and the international community.
Every conceivable diplomatic, eco-
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nomic and military avenue, short of
overwhelming force, has been tried.
There is one last faint hope that diplo-
macy can succeed, if Saddam Hussein
agrees to fully cooperate and disarm,
without further delay. But, it is cer-
tainly not a rush to war.

Some have asked, ‘“why now?”’ |
would remind those who ask such a
question that the risks of further delay
or inaction could be far more costly
and devastating than confronting Sad-
dam Hussein now. This is a man who
has used chemical agents on his own
people and his neighbors. This is a man
who has had 4 unimpeded years to ac-
celerate and hide his WMD program.
This is a man who is attempting to de-
velop new means to deliver weapons of
enormous danger well beyond his own
borders. This is a man who has ties to
terrorist groups who have sponsored
terrorist attacks against U.S. inter-
ests. We cannot wait for another 9/11 or
similar event before we act.

Meeting with leaders in the Persian
Gulf region recently, | was persuaded
that there is far more support in the
entire Gulf region for disarming Sad-
dam promptly than has been reported
publicly. Most of Saddam’s neighbors
want him removed—quickly—so that
he is no longer a threat to them, no
longer a force for instability in their
region, no longer repressing the quality
of life of the people of Iraq.

This confrontation with Saddam Hus-
sein is about disarming a dangerous,
brutal dictator. But, it is about other
things, including freedom and liberty
for the lraqgi people. As our President
reminded the world in his address to
the United Nations in September 2002,
“Liberty for the Iraqi people is a great
moral cause and a great strategic goal.
The people of Iraq deserve it, and the
security of all nations requires it.”

Claims that the Administration has
failed to plan or prepare for a post-con-
flict Iraq and accommodate the hu-
manitarian needs of the lIraqi people
are simply not true. The Departments
of Defense and State, along with other
interaency partners and international
organizations have undertaken ex-
traordinary steps to prepare to meet
the security, economic and humani-
tarian needs of a post-war lraq. We
have received extensive briefings at the
staff and Member level detailing these
preparations. Can all of the questions
be answered definitively? No. To try to
do so would be deceiving to our people.

While some have faulted the lack of
specificity regarding cost of a conflict
or of securing the peace following po-
tential conflict, the Administration
has been prudent and honest in its un-
certainty about how long any conflict
may last and how long it will take to
transition to a democratic, free Iraq.

Past administrations have provided
quick, unrealistic estimates that satis-
fied the immediate concerns, but later
proved wrong. For example, we all re-
member the famous claim of the pre-
vious administration that we would be
out of Bosnia in one year. That was in
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1995—we are now beginning our 8th
year of military presence in that na-
tion.

I commend this Administration for
its honesty. They will share informa-
tion on costs and duration of any oper-
ations when they can have reasonable
confidence in the estimates.

Further delay and concessions will
not lead to the disarmament of Saddam
Hussein. He has proven that for 12
years. He must understand through the
strength of our coalition—and, if pos-
sible, with the UN—that disarmament
without further delay is his only op-
tion. As history tells us, ‘“‘peace in our
time’” with this man will not be
achieved by appeasement. This is a
time for action.

I will perhaps at a later date expand
on the theme | have spoken about
today. But the principal reason | come
forward is to show this Senator’s
strong support because of the action of
our President, strong support for Sec-
retary of State Colin Powell in my re-
marks today, and most significantly
strong support for the work of this in-
stitution, of which | am privileged to
be a Member, and for the work they
have done.

| yield the floor.

———

INTERESTS AT RISK IN
RUSH TO WAR

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on a
number of recent occasions, | have out-
lined here on the floor of the United
States Senate my deep reservations
about the Bush administration’s rush
to war with Iraq, particularly as U.N.
inspectors are on the ground and mak-
ing progress. | am especially concerned
that war with Iraqg at this time without
the backing of our allies and the sup-
port of the United Nations will under-
mine the effective coalition against the
more dangerous threat of terrorism.
And | believe it is the wrong priority,
especially in the face of the current nu-
clear threat from North Korea.

But | also believe that this adminis-
tration’s conduct of American foreign
relations has angered our friends and
encouraged our enemies. This chip-on-
the-shoulder, my-way-or-the-highway
approach to diplomacy has alienated
our allies at a time when we need unity
to address modern threats.

Recently, a senior member of the
U.S. Foreign Service resigned in pro-
test over the administration’s ap-
proach and its policies. Mr. JOHN Brady
Kiesling has served American interests
as a diplomat for many years in many
difficult situations. And his brave let-
ter of resignation speaks volumes
about the dangerous direction of the
Bush administration in the conduct of
foreign affairs.

I urge my colleagues to pay careful
attention to his words, and ask unani-
mous consent that his thoughtful let-
ter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMERICAN
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DEAR MR. SECRETARY: | am writing you to
submit my resignation from the Foreign
Service of the United States and from my po-
sition as Political Counselor in U.S. Em-
bassy Athens, effective March 7. |1 do so with
a heavy heart. The baggage of my upbringing
included a felt obligation to give something
back to my country. Service as a U.S. dip-
lomat was a dream job. | was paid to under-
stand foreign languages and cultures, to seek
out diplomats, politicians, scholars and jour-
nalists, and to persuade them that U.S. in-
terests and theirs fundamentally coincided.
My faith in my country and it values was the
most powerful weapon in my diplomatic ar-
senal.

It is inevitable that during twenty years
with the State Department | would become
more sophisticated and cynical about the
narrow and selfish bureaucratic motives that
sometimes shaped our policies. Human na-
ture is what it is, and | was rewarded and
promoted for understanding human nature.
But until this Administration it had been
possible to believe that by upholding the
policies of my president | was also upholding
the interests of the American people and the
world. I believe it no longer.

The policies we are now asked to advance
are incompatible not only with American
values but also with American interests. Our
fervent pursuit of war with Iraq is driving us
to squander the international legitimacy
that has been America’s most potent weapon
of both offense and defense since the days of
Woodrow Wilson. We have begun to dis-
mantle the largest and most effective web of
international relationships the world has
ever known. Our current course will bring in-
stability and danger, not security.

The sacrifice of global interests to domes-
tic politics and to bureaucratic self-interest
is nothing new, and it is certainly not a
uniquely American problem. Still, we have
not seen such systematic distortion of intel-
ligence, such systematic manipulation of
American opinion, since the war in Vietnam.
The September 11 tragedy left us stronger
than before, rallying around us a vast inter-
national coalition to cooperate for the first
time in a systematic way against the threat
of terrorism. But rather than take credit for
those successes and build on them, this Ad-
ministration has chosen to make terrorism a
domestic political tool, enlisting a scattered
and largely defeated Al Qaeda as its bureau-
cratic ally. We spread disproportionate ter-
ror and confusion in the public mind, arbi-
trarily linking the unrelated problems of ter-
rorism and Irag. The result, and perhaps the
motive, is to justify a vast misallocation of
shrinking public wealth to the military and
to weaken the safeguards that protect Amer-
ican citizens from the heavy hand of govern-
ment. September 11 did not do as much dam-
age to the fabric of American society as we
seem determined to so to ourselves. Is the
Russia of the late Romanovs really our
model, a selfish, superstitious empire thrash-
ing toward self-destruction in the name of a
doomed status quo?

We should ask ourselves why we have
failed to persuade more of the world that a
war with Iraq is necessary. We have over the
past two years done too much to assert to
our world partners that narrow and merce-
nary U.S. interests override the cherished
values of our partners. Even where our aims
were not in question, our consistency is at
issue. The model of Afghanistan is little
comfort to allies wondering on what basis we
plan to rebuild the Middle East, and in whose
image and interests. Have we indeed become
blind, as Russia is blind in Chechanya, as
Israel is blind in the Occupied Territories, to
our own advice, that overwhelming military
power is not the answer to terrorism? After
the shambles of post-war lIrag joins the
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shambles in Grozny and Ramallah, it will be
a brave foreigner who forms ranks with Mi-
cronesia to follow where we lead.

We have a coalition still, a good one. The
loyalty of many of our friends is impressive,
a tribute to American moral capital built up
over a century. But our closest allies are per-
suaded less that war is justified than that it
would be perilous to allow the U.S. to drift
into complete solipsism. Loyalty should be
reciprocal. Why does our President condone
the swaggering and contemptuous approach
to our friends and allies this Administration
is fostering, including among its most senior
officials. Has ‘“‘oderint dum metuant” really
become our motto?

I urge you to listen to America’s friends
around the world. Even here in Greece, pur-
ported hotbed of European anti-Ameri-
canism, we have more and closer friends
than the American newspaper reader can
possibly imagine. Even when they complain
about American arrogance, Greeks know
that the world is a difficult and dangerous
place, and they want a strong international
system, with the U.S. and EU in close part-
nership. When our friends are afraid of us
rather than for us, it is time to worry. And
now they are afraid. Who will tell them con-
vincingly that the United States is as it was,
a beacon of liberty, security, and justice for
the planet?

Mr. Secretary, | have enormous respect for
your character and ability. You have pre-
served more international credibility for us
than our policy deserves, and salvaged some-
thing positive from the excesses of an ideo-
logical and self-serving Administration. But
your loyalty to the President goes too far.
We are straining beyond its limits an inter-
national system we built with such toil and
treasure, a web of laws, treaties, organiza-
tions, and shared values that sets limits on
our foes far more effectively than it ever
constrained America’s ability to defend its
interests.

I am resigning because | have tried and
failed to reconcile my conscience with my
ability to represent the current U.S. Admin-
istration. | have confidence that our demo-
cratic process is ultimately self-correcting,
and hope that in a small way | can con-
tribute from outside to shaping policies that
better serve the security and prosperity of
the American people and the world we share.

————
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, | rise

today to speak about the need for hate
crimes legislation. In the last Congress
Senator KENNEDY and | introduced the
Local Law Enforcement Act, a bill that
would add new categories to current
hate crimes law, sending a signal that
violence of any kind is unacceptable in
our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred December 2, 2000 in
Carlsbad, CA. Four minors beat a 34
year-old man because they believed he
was gay. The assailants confronted the
victim as he was walking home from a
bar. The group yelled ‘““Hey, faggot,
what are you looking at?”’ then at-
tacked the victim.

I believe that Government’s first
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend
them against the harms that come out
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can
become substance. | believe that by
passing this legislation and changing
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current law, we can change hearts and
minds as well.

U.S.-PAKISTAN CONNECTION

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President,
last week, with the help of Pakistani
authorities, Khalid Shaikh Mohammed
was captured and taken into custody.
This represents the highest ranking al
Qaeda official to be apprehended in the
war on terrorism and, according to
some experts, Mohammed is the most
important terrorism related arrest in
history.

I come to the floor today to pub-
lically express my gratitude to the gov-
ernment of Pakistan and to President
Musharraf in particular.

The arrest, along with the intel-
ligence information gathered at the
scene, brings us one giant step closer
to dismantling the al Qaeda terror net-
work.

You don’t have to dig too deeply into
the recent press stories to see the sig-
nificance of this event.

From the Washington Post:

U.S. authorities said they expect a trove of
leads from the search of Mohammed’s living
quarters . ..

From the New York Times:

Al Qaeda Hobbled by Latest Arrest . . .

From Time magazine:

Pakistani authorities nab Khalid Shaikh
Mohammed, the al-Qaeda bigwig who helped
mastermind the Sept. 11 attacks.

It is important to note the context in
which this significant accomplishment
was achieved. Pakistan today is deal-
ing with internal terrorist elements
that want to turn that country into a
radicalized, terrorist state. There are
whole areas of the country in the
mountainous boarder with Afghani-
stan—which are outside the control of
the government. And while the cam-
paign against the Taliban was a crucial
first step in the war on terrorism, it
has also shifted many of the radicals
who were operating there into this part
of Pakistan.

Against this backdrop, it would be
easy for President Musharraf to yield
to the threats and intimidation of
these elements within his society. We
have seen all too well what happens
when leaders neglect their responsi-
bility to educate and lead their people
rather than cave to popular mob men-
tality. Even in Europe, we have seen
elements of this in the performance of
Schroeder and Chirac.

But despite some public pressure,
President Musharraf has taken a bold
and strong stance against a fundamen-
talist future for his country. He under-
stands that it is in Pakistan’s best in-
terest to rid the country of the ter-
rorist cells that are acting as parasites
on the Pakistani people. He under-
stands that the best way to bring in-
vestment, jobs, health care and secu-
rity for his people is to join the realm
of the responsible world.

It is easy to underestimate the
amount of courage this type of leader-
ship takes. Sitting in our comfortable
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